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REMARKS 

The Applicants do not believe thai examiruition of the response 
contained heroin will result in the inlroduction of new matter inio the preseiU 
opplication for invention. Tiicrclore, the Applicants, rcsptsctfully, request tliat the 
above aniendment be entered in and that the claims to Lhe present applicalion, 
kindly, be reconsidered. 

The Final Offict; Action dated October 3 K 2005 has been received 
and considered by the ApplicanLs. Claims 1-7, 9 and 13-1 8 ure pending in the 
present application for invention. Claims 1-4, 6, 7, 13-1 6 and 18 arc rejected by 
the October 31, 2005 Final Office Action. Claims 5, 9 and 1 7 arc objected to as 
being dependent upon a rejected claims but otherwise stalest as being allowable. 

Claims 1, 7 and 1 3 stand rejected by the Final Office Action under the 
provisions ol"35 USC §103(a) as being obvious over ApplicanLs' discussion on page I of 
the speciCcaiion as orifiinally filed in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,495,556 issued in the 
uame of Honda (I^ereinaftcr Honda) . The FxAmincr's position is that it would have been 
obvious for a person of ordinary skill within the art to combine Applicants' discussion on 
page 1 of the specilication with Honda to create the subject matter defined by the rejected 
claims. 

The Rxamtner alleges that it would have been obvious for a person of 
ordinary skill within the art to apply the smoothing part 35 as taught by Honda to the 
description on page 1 of the sptx:ific;ation to the present invention to ci^te the subject 
matter defined by the rejected claims. The rejected claims define subject matter for 
adaptive prediction filter means adapted to derive a prediction signal Imm the digital 
information signal in dependence on an array t)f prediction filter codlicienLs, and 
smoothing means for smoothing the array of filter coefficients A[iJ so as lo ohtxiia the 
array of pnjdiction filter coefficients for supplying the adaptive prediction filter means. 
As discussed in the previous response made by the Applicants, Honda teaches a 
smootliing part 35 that provides coelTicieuts for the equalization filter 37. The 
Applicants, respectfully, point out that Hond a derives a prediction residual e(t) from the 
inverse fitter 31. Prediction coefficients a* arc supplied to the inverse filter 3 1 . The 
rejection fails to provide all the elements defined by the rejected claims. There is no 
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disclosure or suggestion wiUiin Hoada ti> smooth the prediction coefficients ai that arc 
supplied to the inverse filter 31 . Honda teaches smoothing of the phase-equalization 
coellicicnts. It should be noted thai while Honda leaches creation of a prediction signal 
that uses prediction coefficienf;, Honda only teaches smoothing of the coetBcienls used 
tor phase-equalization cocfRcienlii. Honda makes no disclosure or suggestion that would 
lead a person jskilled in the art to smooth the prediction coefficients a; that are supplied to 
the inverse filter 3 1 (sec FIG. 2, col. 4, Qacs 1-39). 

The Applicants, respecifully, submit thai the smoothing of phase- 
equali7aiion coefficients lau&ht by Honda is not equivalent to the smooUiing of the 
prediction coefficients as defined by the rejected claims. The rejection asserts that Honda 
teaches smoothing means 35 for smoothing the array of filter coefficients, Honda does 
not disclose or suggest smoothing of the prediction coefRcients as defined by the rejected 
claims. Hond a teaches coition of a prediction filter but provides no teaching that would 
lead a person skilled iji the art to smooth the prediction cocfBcienls that are used by the 
prediction filter. Therefore, this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Tlie MPEP at §2143.01 di.scusscs the req\iiremcnt for finding a suggestion 
or motivation to modify the references and quotes the ct)urt in stating that the "mere fact 
that ref erences eM be combined or modified docs not render Ihc resultant combination 
obviou-; unless the prior an also suggests tfie desirability of the combination." !n re MiUXy 
916 F.2d 680, 16 USFQ2d 1430 (l-ed. Cir. 1990). The MPEP at §2143.01 further citiesg 
In rc Mills, and stales that although a prior art device "may be capable of being modified 
to run the way the apparatus is claimed^ there must be a suggestion or motivation in the 
reference to do .w." (916 F.2d at 682, 16 USPQ2d at 1432,). The rejection alleges 
obviousness and reaches conclusion of obviousness by modifying Honda to alter the 
smoothii^ of phase-equalization coefficients as taught by Honda info the smoothing of 
the prediction coefficients as defined by the rejected claims. The modification of Honda 
that is made within the rejection is made without any suggestion or motivation within 
Tlonda lor making the modification. 

Claims 2-4, 6 and 14-16 stand rejected by the Fmal Office Action under 
the provisions of .15 USC §103(a) a.s being obvious over Honda in view uf US Patent No. 
4,777,620 issued in the name of Shimoni et al. (licreinaller referred to as gh imoni et a1.) . 
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The Kxami ner states that it would be obvious for a person skilled in to implement a low 
pass niter, an FIT filter, or an llR filter as defined by the rejected claUns. The 
Applicants, respectfully, point out that the rejected ciaiins define subject matter for 
smoothing the prediction coefficients that are used by the prediclion filter, There is no 
disclosuxx? or suggestion within Shimoni et al- Ibr tlic smoothing the prediction 
coetScients used by the prediction filter. The low pass, FIR or UK filU^rs discussed by 
Shunoni ela l. arc not ased to smooth the prediclion coefficients used by the prediction 
filter. Therefore, this rejection is> respectfully, traversed. 
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Applicant h noi awaie of any additional patents, publications, or other 
infonnuaoD not pn?vions1y submitted to the Patent and Trademark OlTice which would he 

required under 37 C.F.R. 1.99. 

In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes 
that the present application is in ctmdition for allowance, with such allowance being, 

respectfully, requested. 

Please charge any required fees to deposit account S(h374S, Please 

credit any overpayments to the same account 



Respectfully submitted. 




James 1>« Leimbach 

Patent Attorney Reg, No. 34^74 



Please address all correspondcn^;c for this application to: 
Michael E. Relk, Senior Intellectual Property Counsel 
Philips hitellectual Property & Standards 
Philips lilectronics N.A. Corp. 
P.O, Box 3001 

Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510-8001 USA 
(914) 333-9643. 
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1 hereby COTify tbnt this correspondenue 
is being ininsmitted on this Jatc via 

fUcKiTiiile transmission to (571) 273-8300 AND address^^ nr 
MaU Stpp: AT 

COMMISSIONER OF PAlfiNTS 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Date ^f Tr:4n^miqfjinntJ3ghniary 8 . 2006 




(Signature) ^^^W^ ^^f j^^A 
By: ^ James D. Leimbach 
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